48                                   LECTURE I.

where the actual contact with the infinite takes place,
I neither ignore nor do I contravene any one of the
stringent rules of Kant's e Critik der reinen VernunfV
Nothing, I hold, can be more perfect than Kant's
analysis of human knowledge. ' Sensuous objects
cannot be known except such as they appear to us,
never such as they are in themselves ; supersensuous
objects are not to us objects of theoretic knowledge.'
All this I fully accept. But though there is no theo-
retic knowledge of the supersensuous, is there no
knowledge of it at all? Is it no knowledge, if we
know that a thing is, though we do not know what
it is ? What would Kant say, if we were to maintain
that because we do not know what the Ding an sick
is, therefore we do not know that it is. He carefully
guards against such a misunderstanding, which would
change his whole philosophy into pure idealism. c Never-
theless/ he says, c it should be observed that we must
be able, if not to know, at all events to be conscious
of the same objects, also as Dinge an sich. Otherwise
we should arrive at the irrational conclusion that there
is appearance without something that appears V

If I differ from Kant, it is only in going a step beyond
him. With him the supersensuous or the infinite
would be a mere Nooumenon, not a Phainomenon* I
maintain that before it becomes a Nooumenon, it is an
Aistheton, though not a Phainomenon; it is felt, though
not yet represented. I maintain that we, as sentient
beings, are in constant contact with the infinite, and
that this constant contact is the only legitimate basis

1 'Critik der reinen Vernunft/ 2te Auflage, Vorr; 2. 676. What
Kant says in his 'Critik/ Ite Auflage, pp. 288, 289, is less distinct
and liable to be misunderstood.